Purpose -The aim is to explore in the Egyptian context the incidence and pervasiveness of teamworking, the types of teams in use, and to gather information on some of the factors perceived by researchers in the West to be influential in determining team effectiveness. Design/methodology/approach -This paper reports and discusses a preliminary inquiry in a sample of 20 manufacturing and service organisations in Egypt. The research was conducted by way of face-to-face semi-structured interviews with between three and five managers in each of the organisations. Comparisons are drawn with much of the western literature and further research needs are identified. Findings -This initial survey has provided evidence of the utilisation of teamworking in a sample of employing organisations in Egypt, which in several respects appears to reflect trends and developments in the more developed economies of the West. Research limitations/implications -In this survey only some of the factors identified as influencing team effectiveness were investigated and further research is required to examine in more detail the relevance of the various models of team effectiveness devised by researchers in the western context. Practical implications -The research was exploratory and is the precursor to a wider and deeper study concerning team effectiveness in the Egyptian context. Originality/value -The study reported is initial and exploratory in nature and, as far as the authors are aware, the first study of teamworking in Egypt.
Introduction
Team working became increasingly common in organisations in developed economies in the latter part of the twentieth century, for example, in America (Gordon, 1992; Alder, 1997; McHugh, 1997; Ankarlo, 1994; Elmuti, 1997; Bergmann and De Meuse, 1996; Osterman, 1994) and in the UK (Herriot and Pemberton, 1995; Cully et al., 1998; Hayes, 1997) . Many advantages have been claimed for teamworking including; it is a source of competitive advantage, enabling both cost reduction and improved quality (Niehaus and Swiercz, 1996; Parker, 1990) , it facilitates the completion of increasingly complex organisational tasks, which frequently require capabilities and resources that are beyond the means of any one individual (Russ-Eft et al., 1997) , it enables the empowerment of employees as decision making is decentralised (Levi and Slem, 1995) , teams can be a positive force for change and encourage flexibility, efficiency and employees involvement (Hayes, 1997) . Herriot and Pemberton (1995) reported that in many organisations teamworking was seen as an effective means of enabling organisations to respond to new challenges and opportunities within their business environment. Tayeb (1996) amongst others has made the point that in introducing teamworking many western managers were seeking to emulate what they perceived as the source of the success of many Japanese firms, yet it may be that teamworking is compatable with certain national and socio-cultural contexts but not with others.
Aim of the research
The aim of the research reported here is to explore in the Egyptian context the incidence and pervasiveness of teamworking, the types of teams in use, and to gather information on some of the factors perceived by researchers in the west to be influential in determining team effectiveness. In regard to team effectiveness we examine in particular: the size of teams in use and management perceptions of: the degree of autonomy allowed to teams in their organisations, the degree of task interdependence and the nature of reward schemes. The study reported is initial and exploratory in nature and as far as the authors are aware the first study of teamworking in Egypt.
The Egyptian context
The Egyptian economy has been transformed in recent years and Egyptian organisations now need to be internationally competitive and able to respond to the challenges and opportunities of an increasingly international and turbulent business environment. There has so far been relatively little research undertaken into the management practices employed in Arab countries and Egypt in particular (Atiyyah, 1992 (Atiyyah, , 1993 Parnell and Hatem, 1999) , and one of the latters' findings was that Egypt's business and management practices lag behind their Western counterparts. Atiyyah (1992) also argued that there had been little interest shown in Arab employees' attitudes and behaviour. Nevertheless there are two sets of reasons for thinking that as in the Western world team working may have been utilised more in Egypt in recent years. The first of these relates to the fact that more and more Arab managers had been to the west to be educated and to attend management conferences and training programmes aimed at enabling them to apply Western management methods and techniques in their companies (Atiyyah, 1993) . The second relates to the influence of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI). Butter (1999) has noted that the Egyptian economy has been transformed in recent years. Hatem (1994) suggested that the Egyptian economy had changed as a result of two main developments, each of which increased foreign investment in Egypt. The first was the Open Door Policy introduced in the mid-1970s, which encouraged private and foreign companies in many different fields to invest in Egypt. The second was as a result of implementing an economic reform strategy that encouraged foreign investments. Hatem (1994) also noted that as a result of the foreign investment and joint ventures human resources and their management had become critical issues for Egyptian companies. Parnell and Hatem (1999) have acknowledged the influence of the open door policy referred to above and argue that Egypt has changed in recent years with the enhanced exposure of Egyptian people to the values and beliefs held by inward investors and indeed to the management approach and practices of inwardly investing corporations. Improving and measuring the organisations' effectiveness had become a major concern for many Egyptian organisations as they seek to increase productivity, reduce costs and to compete globally. Nydell (1996) has also asserted that Arab countries have been subjected to various pressures from the outside world, which affect the way people behave in their work place, and in particular identified the influence of the effects of Western technologies and approaches to work, which she argued necessitated the adoption of Western values and social practices.
However, many researchers have pointed up the significance of national culture as a variable influencing the universal applicability of management and behavioural theories developed in and appropriate to one macro environment (e.g. Hofstede, 1980a; Parnell and Hatem, 1999; Rahmati, 2000; Laurent, 1986; Ali, 1996 and Tayeb, 1996) . Despite the influences of FDI upon values and norms and management practices in Egypt, we should not therefore necessarily expect theories and practices developed in the west with respect to matters such as employees attitudes and expectations in regard to motivation, job satisfaction, employee involvement and commitment and Quality of Work Life, all variously claimed to be enhanced through teamworking, to apply similarly in non-western countries and cultures. We should also not necessarily expect dominant management practices and attitudes to be consistent with the introduction of teamworking and any devolution of decision making that may be required in order to enable them to be effective. Parnell and Hatem (1999) point out that the Egyptian culture is a blend of Islamic, Arabic and Middle Eastern influences. They also added the influence of Islam may be significant in explaining dominant values and attitudes, behavioural expectations and behaviour. A number of authors have referred to and examined the impact of Islam (for example: Hickson and Pugh, 1995; Ali, 1996; Parnell and Hatem, 1999; Yousef, 2001) . Yousef (2001) argued that the Islamic work ethic (IWE) emphasizes and encourages hard work, and engagement in economic activity is perceived as an obligation. The IWE also stresses cooperation in work and consultation, the latter being seen as a way of overcoming obstacles or avoiding mistakes. Social relations at work are also encouraged, it is important to have good relationships at work with both equals and superiors. Yousef (2001) also comments that his research suggests that those who support the IWE are more committed to their organisations and more satisfied with their jobs. Another characteristic of Islam is an assumption that the future is best left to Allah, what Hickson and Pugh (1995) referred to as a latent fatalism, a feeling that as long as you live by the rules all will be well. In his original research, Hofstede (1980b) did not specifically examine work related values in Egypt, however, he does present findings relating to Arab societies in general. Nevertheless, a profile of dominant work-related values in Egypt can be constructed and it is possible to postulate implications that might impact on the appropriateness of teamworking and expectations in respect of autonomy and involvement in decision making. Hofstede (1980b) classified Arab-speaking countries as demonstrating high power distance, moderately strong uncertainty avoidance, low individualism and moderate masculinity(compared with a profile for America and the UK, which were low, weak, PR 34,2 high and high respectively.) Extrapolating from this Arab country profile one might expect people at work to accept an unequal distribution of power and expect to be directed by their supervisers whose authority they respect and with whom they may be afraid to disagree; they are unlikely to value or expect individual autonomy or to be consulted, decision making is likely to be centralized and the management style is likely to be autocratic or paternalistic. They are also likely to welcome the security afforded by working for the same organisation for a long time, will feel a sense of belonging to their employing organisation and to their work group with whom they work together for survival, and are likely to adopt risk avoidance rather than risk taking approaches to their work. They will expect advancement to be based on seniority rather than on individual performance. Al-Faleh (1987) identified common characteristics of Arab managers and in the main these were consistent with this interpretation of the implications of Hofstede's findings though there are also some signs of inconsistency or paradox which may be the product of the influence of Islam. In this latter regard, Hickson and Pugh (1995) referred to a paradox between the authoritarian style that one might expect given the high power distance score, and which would seem to be the reality, and the "open door" consultative approach which is aspired to by many Arab managers and which may be the product of the influence of Islam. Hickson and Pugh suggested that consultation in this sense is the wise consultation by those in authority as distinct from power sharing and they point out that Islam also stresses obedience to a responsibly wielded authority. Further support for the appropriateness of Hofstede's findings is also provided, for example, by Nydell (1996) who referred to respect for seniority in Arab countries and in Egypt, and Parnell and Hatem (1999) who noted employees often tended to agree with their supervisors and that seeking subordinate participation was regarded as weak management. Nydell (1996) also described people in Arab countries preferring working in the same business doing the same jobs over time, a possible reflection of the desire to avoid uncertainty.
As Tayeb (1996) asserted, teamwork is congruent with a collectivist culture in which employees are committed to one another and to the employing organisation and in which emphasis is placed upon cooperative rather than competitive relationships. If you take the Japanese model as the ideal then this collectivism, commitment and cooperation also needs to be accompanied by long-term employment and the feelings of security engendered, seniority-based promotion and team-based reward policies. If the team is to be granted autonomy in certain areas of decision making then the cultural profile should encompass values and attitudes on the part of both management and employees which are congruent with this. On the face of it then, if the encouragement of FDI, the increasing exposure of Egyptian managers to western ideas, theories and practices, and the need to compete on the international stage have encouraged the introduction of teamworking in Egyptian organisations, it would seem that the social-cultural context in Egypt is congruent, though whether it is as appropriate for the introduction of a measure of autonomy or self-managing teams is more problematic. In the Egyptian socio-cultural context, we have no reason to expect people to seek control over the task that they perform at work, or to be motivated by the prospect of such autonomy, indeed there might be reason to suspect that autonomy of this kind would have a negative impact upon individual happiness and satisfaction with their work given the values and attitudes that appear to dominate.
In order to provide a framework for this initial study a review was undertaken of the literature on team definitions, types and factors influencing effectiveness.
Team definitions
By reviewing the literature, it appears that, there is a relatively high level of agreement between different authors on the definition of a team as presented chronologically in Table I . The findings from Table I can be summarised around six common features of a team, as presented in Table II .
From Tables I and II , it could be concluded that it is possible to use these findings to produce a composite definition of a "team":
A team consists of two or more people who are interdependent and together have a social identity, who have complementary skills and who work towards and share responsibility for the achievement of common or shared objectives.
Source
Team definition Francis and Young (1970, p. 8) "An energetic group of people committed to achieving common objectives and producing high quality results" Dyer (1984, p. 134) in Russ-Eft et al. (1997) "Two or more people with a common goal, specific role assignment, and interdependence" Adair (1986) in Sinclair (1992, p. 612) "A distinctive class of group, which is more task-oriented than other groups, and which has a set of obvious rules and rewards for its members" Morgan et al. (1986, p. 24) in Morgan et al. (1993) "A team is a distinguishable set of two or more individuals who interact interdependently adaptively to achieve specified, shared, valued objectives" Sundstrom et al. (1990, p. 120) "A small group of individuals who share responsibility for outcomes for the organisations" Bartol and Hagman (1992, p. 24) "A group of employees who are charged with working together to identify problems, form a consensus about what should be done, and implement necessary actions in relation to a particular task or organisational area" Hogg and Abrams (1993, p. 184) in Lembke and Wilson (1998) "A social identity as a collection of individuals who classify, define and evaluate themselves in terms of common social category membership" Greenberg and Baron (1996, p. 270) "A group or a small number of people with complementary skills and are committed to a common purpose or set of performance goals for which they hold themselves mutually accountable" Lussier (1996, p. 314) "Two or more people interacting to achieve an objective". Cohen and Bailey (1997, p. 241) "A collection of individuals who are interdependent in their tasks, who share responsibility for outcomes, who see themselves and who are seen by others as an entity embedded in one or more large social systems" In the literature, the terms "team" and "group" are sometimes differentiated and sometimes used interchangeably. In this short research note we do not seek to differentiate between them and use the term "team".
Types of teams
In addition to reviewing the literature regarding definitions of teams, we also reviewed the literature with respect to whether there were different types of teams and whether there was consistency in the types of teams identified by different researchers. Greenberg and Baron (1996) concluded that teams could be categorised according to four major dimensions. These dimensions are: purpose, the length of time that the team is operational, the degree of autonomy, and whether the teams extend across organisational functions or not. Hayes (1997) and Keritner et al. (1999) concentrated on function or purpose and have both differentiated: production or service teams; action or negotiation teams; project and development teams, and advice and involvement teams. Keritner et al. (1999) noted that advice teams make recommendations for managerial decisions while production and action teams carry out the management's decisions. Cohen and Bailey (1997) also described four types of teams which are similar to those identified by Hayes in that they are distinguished by purpose but they also incorporate team membership as a dimension: work teams, parallel teams, project teams, and management teams. A work team consists of full time workers with a stable relationship whom are responsible for producing goods or providing services, parallel teams consist of people from different work units to perform certain functions and solve certain problems, project teams tend to have a limited life and consist of different members from different functional units who are focused on a particular project, and a management team consists of the managers from each unit who are responsible for the overall performance of the organisation. Banker et al. (1996) adopt a different approach and categorised team types according to autonomy ranging from low to high, though they also incorporate other of the dimensions used by others above. The types identified are: traditional work groups, quality circles, semi-autonomous work groups, self-managing teams and self-designing teams. Traditional work groups perform the production activities without any management responsibility. In quality circles, membership should be voluntary and the members are drawn from a particular department with a responsibility for making suggestions without authority to make decisions. Semi-autonomous work groups consist of members who manage major production activities, while others perform support activities like maintenance. Self-managing teams consist of a group of individuals with control over their tasks. Self-designing teams are similar to self-managing teams but with control over the design of the team. It is clear from the work of Banker et al. (1996) that there is a difference between teams having a measure of autonomy and teams being self-managing, the latter being identified as a particular and separate category or type, and this is reinforced by Elmuti (1996, p. 9 ) who defined self-managed teams as "a group of employees (five to 12) with all technical skills as well as the authority needed to direct and manage themselves". However, this distinction is often confused or blurred in the literature and one expects in practice. In sum therefore common dimensions used to differentiate types of team are: purpose, nature of membership including whether the team membership is cross functional and the degree and nature of autonomy allowed to the team. A number of the researchers identified the work team as the most common type used, (Greenberg and Baron, 1996; Hayes, 1997; Cohen and Bailey, 1997; Banker et al., 1996) .
Team effectiveness
A review of the literature revealed a broad range of factors perceived to influence team effectiveness and these factors can be broadly grouped into three categories: team design factors (task design including autonomy, interdependence, work design and technology; composition design including tenure, size; and context design which include, supervision and reward); interpersonal factors (team members' behaviour, participation and involvement level) and a wide range of internal contextual factors (team values, beliefs, team vision, team spirit, team goals, management support, organisational and team culture) (Gladstein, 1984; Agrell and Gustafson, 1996; Cohen and Bailey, 1997; Guzzo and Shea, 1992; Hackman and Oldham, 1975; Hackman, 1987; Sundstrom et al., 1990) . Banker et al. (1996) focused on the importance of team autonomy, team reward and team size as important factors that contribute to team effectiveness. While Belbin (1981) , Margerison and McCann (1985) and Parker (1990) argued for the importance of the team styles or roles that each team member plays in a team. They added that team members should have an ability to adopt different styles, as circumstances require. They also addressed the issue of having a mix of team player roles or styles in each team to ensure team effectiveness and to this extent these could be perceived as additional team design factors.
Method
In commenting on the relative lack of research in Egypt, Parnell and Hatem (1999) noted that among the reasons were the restrictions and difficulties that face researchers collecting both primary and secondary data. In Egypt collecting primary data for any research requires special permission from the government and secondary data is often either not available, inaccurate or not up to date. Collecting data in Egypt is made even more difficult because of the lack of co-operation of companies and managers themselves. Telephone interviews and postal survey have in general not been widely used as data collection methods in Egypt. Furthermore observation, as a data collection PR 34,2 method, is not easily accepted in Egyptian companies because it needs permission from the company to observe people at work and this is usually rejected. Hatem (1994) noted that questionnaires were the most widely used method of data collection in Egypt but pointed out the need for sensitivity in the design of the questionnaire so as to avoid any question that might not match with the Egyptian values and culture. Parnell and Hatem (1999) and Tessler (1987) pointed out the need to take account of local culture when designing research instruments.
An initial review of available documentation and records yielded no information on the utilisation of team working in Egyptian organisations and suggested that no academic research had been undertaken into the use and effectiveness of teamworking (Fiani and Partners, 1998-1999) . Therefore, personal and professional contacts were used to establish a number of employing organisations located in Cairo and Alexandria in Egypt that were using team working and an exploratory study was undertaken. The organisations in this exploratory study were 20 manufacturing and services companies (see Table III ).
The research was conducted by way of face-to-face semi-structured interviews with between three and five managers in each of the organisations. Easterby-Smith et al. (1991) have argued that the interview is often the best method of gathering preliminary information and suggested that face-to-face interviews provide the opportunity to acquire rich information. However, (Hatem, 1994) warned that in Egypt the interview must be used with a high level of sensitivity since many people are often afraid to give any information about their organisations or their salary or even the procedures of their work. The allowed time was between 20 to 30 minutes with each manager. A small number of specific questions were used to guide the researcher during the interviews. These questions are:
.
When did your company start to implement teams?
In which department were teams used? Are there any characteristics that they could recommend for facilitating effective team work?
Results and discussion
The main findings of this survey are summarised in Table III.  Table III shows the 20 companies within which the research was conducted, there is a non-Egyptian dimension to the ownership/origin of seven of the 20. The information obtained from the interviews with managers confirmed that in some of the organisations teamworking had been implemented from the 1970s though in the main implementation had occurred somewhat later than this. This is consistent with the trends in America and the UK and noted in the introduction whereby team working Table III .
Investigating team work
was introduced into many organisations towards the end of the twentieth century, (for example: Procter and Mueller, 2000; Alder, 1997; Ankarlo, 1994; Herriot and Pemberton, 1995; Cully et al., 1998 and Hayes, 1997) . There is also consistency here with the assertions identified earlier that the Egyptian economy has been opened up to foreign investment since the 1970s and that Egyptian managers have travelled more extensively to the west for information and education and the impact that these both may have had upon Egyptian management practices and perspectives (Atiyyah, 1993; Hatem, 1994; Nydell, 1996; Parnell and Hatem, 1999 and Butter, 1999) . The relatively widespread use of teams in these organisations might also be taken as support for the suggestion made earlier that the dominant socio-cultural context in Egypt is consistent with a team based approach. Teams are used in many departments and many of the organisations use teams in service functions such as sales, marketing and finance, as well as in the more traditional production functions. In most of the organisations studied, the size of the teams varied between two and ten, though there were also examples of teams comprising 20 or more individuals. In general, the size of teams is thought to be important from two directions; on the one hand the size of a team needs to be enough to enable the task to be completed effectively and to enable an appropriate mix of team roles (Belbin, 1993; Margerison and McCann, 1985) , yet the team size should not be larger than necessary given that overly large teams have been found to have negative implications for performance and the task of coordination (Steiner, 1972; Mullen et al., 1987) . Whether the teams identified in this research have been designed with this advice in mind was not pursued in this initial study but doubts are raised about the effectiveness of teams as large as 20-30.
Consistent with the findings of Greenberg and Baron (1996) , Hayes (1997) , Cohen and Bailey (1997), and Banker et al. (1996) , the most commonly used team type is the work team, but according to the managers interviewed, other types of team were in use including: quality circles, self-managed work teams, cross-functional teams and project teams and in some of the organisations, quite a wide range of different types of teams were in use. While there may be doubts about the extent to which the self-managing teams identified would comply with the definitions of Banker et al. (1996) and Elmuti (1996) , there is consistency again between the finding that managers in six of the 20 organisations say they are using self-managing teams and the trends towards the use of self-managing teams in the USA and UK identified by Levi and Slem (1995) and Procter and Mueller (2000) , who stated that in the 1990s the use of self-managed work teams had occurred in half of the largest US organisations, while in the UK 40 percent of managers reported that they had used some self-managed teams. Levi and Slem (1995) suggested that the focus of teamwork activities was changing and that companies that had been successful in developing teams were continuing their organisational change efforts by trying to make teams more self-managing and by giving them more autonomy and control over the task.
In addition to the use of self-managing teams it is also of note that the managers perceived generally quite high levels of team autonomy, even where the team types used were not depicted as self-managing, and this is suggestive of a decentralisation of task-oriented decision making in the organisations studied, which again is consistent with earlier findings which suggest both that team working empowers and involves employees and that such decentralisation yields benefits in terms of organisational PR 34,2 performance and competitiveness (for example, Levi and Slem, 1995; Hayes, 1997) . Whether the decentralisation of decision making implied by these findings is consistent with the wishes and expectations of employees, as implied by the Islamic work ethic and profile of dominant values and expectations in Egypt projected from the work of Hofstede, is arguable. It may well be of course that these findings are evidence of change in these values and expectations. Rahmati (2000) has pointed out the difficulty of applying the findings of Hofstede's (1980b) study in the 2000s and suggested that change might be expected on both the individualism and masculinity dimensions, and Nydell (1996) has argued that the influence of western technologies and approaches to work necessitated the adoption of Western values and social practices. Relatively high task interdependence within teams was also noted as a feature in about half of the organisations, task interdependence being a feature of several of the definitions of teams examined earlier (for example : Dyer, 1984; Morgan et al., 1986 (cited in Morgan et al., 1993 ; Cohen and Bailey, 1997) .
In their analysis of team effectiveness Banker et al. (1996) focussed upon the relevance of reward systems and Procter and Mueller (2000) pointed to reward systems as one of the areas of practical difficulty with team working. The findings from this survey provide evidence that many of the organisations are using some form of team-based reward scheme though there was some variation in the basis and nature of the rewards offered. In one or two organisations, a competitive element had been introduced with rewards for the best team performance and while this can act as an incentive to team performance, there are also potential negative consequences for those teams that aren't winners. Hardingham (1995) identified some of the dangers of introducing competition between teams and Tayeb (1996) has noted that team working requires a cooperative rather than competitive environment. More common were reward schemes that were team based but which linked reward to output and other measures of performance. Many of the organisations used a combination of monetary and other rewards, and a mix of individual and team rewards, and in a couple of the organisations rewards had remained individual, even though team working was in use. In such cases it may well be that opportunities are being missed to design a reward scheme that enhances team effectiveness.
The Egyptian managers noted that top management usually supported the team concept in their organisation, a factor identified earlier as influencing team effectiveness, because they believe in the benefits of teams on organisational performance, a belief consistent with the findings of researchers such as Hayes (1997) and Cohen and Bailey (1997) . The managers also argued that each task needs certain skills and the complementarity of these skills within the team is important to the achievment of the task; a point emphasised by Greenberg and Baron (1996) in their definition of a team. It was also commented that team work needs harmony among all team members to reduce and to avoid any problems; this latter was sometimes achieved through team members working with their friends and relatives as much as possible. Again, this may be perceived to be a reflection of the dominant values associated with the IWE and the relatively low individualism identified by Hofstede.
Factors recommended by the Egyptian managers which seem to increase team effectiveness in their organisations and which have been identified earlier as design, interpersonal and contextual factors influencing team effectiveness, are:
. a suitable organisational culture that creates a suitable environment for encouraging work in teams;
. team members' satisfaction is another important factor for team effectiveness and this is often related to rewards;
. clear team goals and clear team vision that facilitate the team members working towards specific targets; and . more team responsibility in making decisions is important but this also depends on the team members's skills and qualifications and their ability to make decisions.
Interestingly, none of the managers made specific reference to team player styles or roles (Belbin, 1981; Margerison and McCann, 1985; Parker, 1990) or team leader behaviour (Proctor and Mueller, 2000) .
Conclusion and further research
This initial survey has provided evidence of the utilisation of teamworking in a sample of employing organisations in Egypt which in several respects appears to reflect trends and developments in the more developed economies of the West. This may well have been facilitated by the increasing exposure of Egyptian organisations and managers to the dominant beliefs and work practices of their western counterparts as well as by the increasing need for Egyptian organisations to be competitive on the international stage. In general, teamworking appears to be consistent with dominant religious and cultural values and expectations in Egypt, though there are questions concerning the socio-cultural appropriateness of affording teams increasing autonomy. As noted, it may be that the autonomy apparently afforded to teams in these organisations may be reflective of change in the dominant values and expectations of both managers and employees in Egypt consequent upon the increased exposure and need to be internationally competitive mentioned above.
In this survey we were able to address only some of the factors identified as influencing team effectiveness and further research is required to examine in more detail the relevance of the various models of team effectiveness devised by researchers in the western context.
Further research is also needed into work-related values and beliefs in Egypt, with a particular focus on whether they continue to reflect the IWE and Hofstede profiles and if not, the direction of change. In addition to providing information on the cultural appropriateness of introducing western approaches to management and work organisation, such research may also illuminate the debate concerning the impact of the process of globalisation for cultural convergence.
